A study of intervention strategies to deter repeat in-school suspension offenders, 1988 by Anderson, Grace E. (Author) & Williams, Claudette (Degree supervisor)
ABSTRACT
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
ANDERSON, GRACE ELLA BA., Ft. Valley State University, 1976
M.S., Prarie View A.M. University, 1983
Ed.D. Clark Atlanta University, 1998
A STUDY OF INTERVENTION STRATEGIES TO DETER REPEAT
IN-SCHOOL SUSPENSION OFFENDERS
Advisor: Dr. Claudette Williams
Dissertation dated December, 1998
The purpose of this study was to investigate the intervention strategies
(models) used in this large urban school system and their impact upon the number of
repeat offenders in this school system. The study, therefore, investigated the types
of in-school suspension models used in selected urban schools and evaluated the
success of each in deterring repeat in-schooI suspension offenders.
The findings of this study were a result of the testing of five null hypotheses
of the study, which are as follows:
1. There were no significant differences in the in-school suspension
models that were used in the sixteen middle schools sample. While the




2. There was no relationship between the number of repeat offenders
and the in-school suspension model used. In the case of this study,
the number of repeat offenders was large, but lateral. The correlation
coefficient was not significant at the .05 level.
3. There was no significant difference between the number of repeat
offenders and the in-school suspension model used. Additionally, the
in-school suspension models used in this study yielded findings that
indicated that there was no significant difference in the models
between the schools. All schools used a combination of the four
models. There was no single school using one particular model.
4. There was no relationship found between the in-school suspension
model used by (a) gender and (b) grade level. None was significant at
the .05 level.
5. There was no relationship between the number of repeat offenders and
the number of students retained. This finding was contrary to the
literature which suggested that a linear relationship existed between
these variables. According to Duke in 1992, students who required
special in-school suspension strategies often were repeat offenders and
were also often retained.
The most significant finding in this study was that there were no significant
differences or relationships found between variables investigated in the study.
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Schools around the country are experiencing problems with students who do
not want to follow the rules and regulations within the school. Consequently, school
boards and administrators must decide whether they are able to conduct safe schools
in the absence of programs or strategies designed to address the unacceptable
behaviors ofyouthful offenders. There heis been an emergence of alternative schools
whose mission is to modify habitually disruptive behaviors of students who threaten
to erode the teacher’s effectiveness. In addition, schools have a number of options
from which to choose in their attempts to develop disciplinary procedures for students
who fail to comply with established rules and regulations. These options include:
1. After school detention with classroom teacher - an initial assignment
given students one hour after school or the next day following parent
notification, which serves to punish students failing to comply with
school rules and regulations.
2. Expulsion - the removal of students from the district for bringing guns




3. Transfer - changing schools altogether, and being re-assigned to
other schools within the district when, again, students do not follow
established rules and regulations.
4. Assignment of In-School Suspension - removal of students from
their regular classroom setting, but not from the school premises for
failure to follow the rules and regulations of the school.
5. After-School Detention - retaining students after school, 30 to 45
minutes -for infractions reported by the classroom teachers or other
authority figures witnessing such infractions.
6. Assignment to SaturdayWorkDetail - students assigned work detail for
failing to honor in-school suspension and after-school detention
assignment (Discipline Handbook APS 1996-97).
Still the most immediate need, that of internal control of the behaviors of the
student population on a day-to-day basis, seems to lie in the area of strengthening the
effectiveness of in-school suspension (ISS) programs. During the late 1970s, many
public school systems developed ISS programs hoping they would become viable
alternatives to out-of-school suspension for students whose behavior necessitated firm
and immediate disciplinary actions. Administrators, teachers, guidance counselors,
school social workers and psychologists had determined that those students whose
behaviors warranted suspension would be better served by keeping them within the
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academic setting in administering such discipline. School systems thought that
keeping students within the academic setting, although a somewhat restricted one,
would provide them the opportunity to continue reeeiving a quality education under
the least restrictive cireumstances, while still being accessible to the supportive school
staff for individual and group counseling sessions ifnecessary.
While the in-school suspension program is one viable option for schools
anxious to address their disciplinary problems, there is a danger in believing that such
a program is “the answer to the problem.” In fact, a very serious problem deriving
from ISS itself is that of repeat offenders. Some students are chronically disruptive
and violent and according to Johnson (1991), these students can impede the learning
for the overwhelming majority of students who come to school to learn. Students
cannot learn in an atmosphere of fear and instability. Teachers cannot teach when
they are preoccupied with policing duties. Yet, the intervention aspect of the in¬
school-suspension program is, inarguably, its appeal.
The primary in-school suspension programs, which are actually types of
intervention models, focus on using the in-school setting as part of a general behavior
modification program. These in-school suspension programs are generally called the
academic, individualized, punitive, and therapeutic models.
The Academic Model - The basic assumptions underlying the academicmodel
is that discipline problems evolve from learning difficulties and the ensuing
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frustration felt by those students who do not experience success in academic
work. These in-school suspension programs can be characterized as follows:
1. Measurement of students’ academic levels.
2. Instruction, on a one-to one basis, in areas ofweakness(es).
3. Qualified diagnosis of learning difficulties.
4. Multiple resources available to support the teaching ofbasic skills.
5. Basic skills instruction emphasis in reading and writing and study
habits.
6. Structured experience with goal-oriented rules and regulations.
7. Assessment ofprogress in academic skills (Short, 1988).
The Therapeutic Model - This particular model operates on the assumption
that student misbehavior is a result of some particular problem that the student
is experiencing and with which he/she needs assistance in solving. The
therapeutic in-school suspension program can be characterized as follows:
1. Activities that help the student develop a better defined self-image and
improve communication and problem-solving skills.
2. Student involvement in discussions focused on appropriate ways of
dealing with school environment.
3. Usage of a variety of counseling approaches, including individual.
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group, and peer counseling, reality therapy, and referrals to outside
counseling services.
4. Inclusion ofbehavioral control components which focus on the student,
teacher, parents, and school structure in attempting to identify strategies
that could be used to fashion a program for a student.
5. Staff development for faculty, parenting techniques for parents, home
and school survival training for students, and a time-out room.
6. Monitoring of student behavior during, and especially after leaving, the
in-school suspension program (Short 1988).
The Punitive Model - By far the most typical model found in schools, the
punitive approach is based on the belief that students misbehave because they
want to cause trouble. These programs are described as follows:
1. Two (2) to ten (10) days of student referrals.
2. Isolation of students within the in-school suspension room.
3. Very restrictive environments with minimal use of restroom and
talking privileges.
4. Adult monitoring of compliance.
5. Completion ofpunitive-laden assignments (such as copying pages
from dictionaries, encyclopedias, etc.).
Performance ofjanitorial duties, i.e., cleaning cafeteria after lunch.6.
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7. Delayed lunch periods away from regular assigned classes (Short 1988).
The Individualized Model - The basic goal of the individualized model is to
change student behavior. Thus, this model concentrates on the individual
characteristics of individual students, while incorporating the same
characteristics of each of the afore named models.
1. Uses a combination of approaches and is based on student needs.
2. Careful selection of in-school suspension staff in light of emphasis on
individual needs.
3. Monitoring and conferencing with students returning to regular classes,
with extensive feedback on behavior change.
4. Evaluation component to (1) measure student behavior change over time
and (2) determine if objectives of programs are being realized (Short
1988).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose ofthe study was to investigate the intervention strategies (models)
used in this large urban schol system and their impact upon the number of repeat
offenders in this school system. The study, therefore, investigated the types of in¬
school suspension models used in selected urban schools and evaluated the success
of each in deterring repeat in-school suspension offenders.
The proposed cure for the disciplinary problems experienced by most public
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school systems seems to be the in-school-suspension programs. A review of in-school
suspension records of a large urban school system showed that the percentage of
students assigned to the program had increased each year since 1991 (Georgia System
Annual Report of In-School Suspension Program). These observations indicated a
need for a formal research study to help identify current intervention strategies and
their perceived success or failure to deter repeat offenders.
Background of the Problem
Many urban school students encounter conflicts in their everyday life that
impact the school environment. According to Thorbahn (1995), there are many
reasons that discipline problems occur in the school setting. He says,
Developing strategies that allow students to think individually, be
accountable for their actions, and conform to a given set of standards
or criteria is many times a problem for some students. Students many
times are having other problems not related to school, but school seems
to bring these outside problems into the classroom.
Abuse, disagreements between parents, between child and parent, and between
siblings, to name a few, serve to compound problems students face in school. Ifnot
taught how to resolve such conflicts at home, these students then become potential
discipline problems at school. Teachers, in turn, are expected to intervene to resolve
the conflicts that arise from time to time in the classroom and threaten to erode the
learning environment. Conflict resolution, then, becomes another ofthe many teacher
responsibilities. Certainly, effective implementation of the problem-solving process
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by the classroom teacher will arm him or her with the attitudes, understanding and
skills needed for dealing with problems or disputes originating in the classroom.
Effective implementation will also help resolve those conflicts that exceed the
teacher’s ability to handle them.
While disciplinary problems have always existed in public schools, severe
disciplinary problems are of fairly recent origin. They have reached a level which
interferes with not only the instructional process, but one which often paralyzes an
entire school. The origin of severe discipline problems taking center stage in the
educational process can be traced to massive changes in the structure of urban
families. This restructuring of urban families from working and middle classes to
lower class statuses, and the often negative impact such changes have upon students’
behavior, requires specialized intervention strategies which teachers either do not
have, or simply do not have the time to adequately address.
The large urban school which was the focus of this study is located in an inner-
city school system. Except for a relatively few students who transferred from other
communities, all students attending this school resided in the designated attendance
area. The following statistical data, taken from the 1990 U.S. Census, conducted for
this city school characterizes a substantial number of students who were the subjects
of this study (U.S. Census Bureau Tables 3B, 4B, and 6B).
1. Household in Poverty -3,136
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2. Poverty Status of Persons by Race and Age (Blacks)
a. 0-5 years of age - 1,603
b. 6-11 years of age - 1,249
c. 12-17 years of age - 1,138
d. 18-86 years of age - 4,050
3. Highest Educational Attainment by Race (blacks)
a. No High School Diploma - 7,086
b. High School Diploma - 6,346
c. Bachelor’s Degree - 597
d. Graduate Degree - 206
4. Labor Force Status by Race and Sex (blacks)
a. Ages 16 and Over/Black Males no longer in the Labor
Force -2,823
B. Ages 16 and Over/Black Females no longer in the
Labor Force -4,754
The level ofjuvenile delinquency is increasing among young persons who are
in the pre-middle and middle school age groups (Butts 1996). Many of these crimes
occurwithin public settings, and those originating away from the school setting often
migrate to the school environment eventually. Revenge type confrontations among
youth for an event that happened outside of school are very common. A number of
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recent studies published by the U.S. Department ofJuvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention shows that dramatic increases in crime are occurring among young persons
(Butts 1996). In a 1993 study released by the U.S. Department of Juvenile Justice
entitled, “Offenders in Juvenile Court,” found that delinquency cases were showing
dramatic increases. The study revealed a 5.6% increase among 10 year olds, 10.6%
increase among 11 year olds, 22.6% increase among 12 year olds, a 44.4% increase
among 14 year olds, and a 91.8% increase among 15 year olds. This data shows that
age groups most affected by the rapid increase in juvenile crime are pre-middle school
and middle school age students (Butts 1996).
Many students lack a clear and meaningful identity, purpose, or direction.
Many have poor self-concepts, a phenomenon that too often plagues Black students
in particular (Hilliard 1995). This is not to say, however, that these circumstances are
unique to Blacks. Certainly, all children, especially those with overtly disruptive,
and/or disturbing behaviors, are in deep trouble. In most cases, those who are on
drugs, those who have become teenage parents, those who come from dysfunctional
homes, those who are blatantly disrespectful towards authority figures and peers and
those who are repeat in-school suspension offenders have high absenteeism and low
self-esteem.
Consider these words from one who is deeply involved with adolescents on a
regular basis. This passage speaks volumes to the assertion that public schools have
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been encountering, and will most probably continue to encounter, students in need of
some form of intervention strategies for exhibited behavioral problems:
I have, unfortunately, encountered too many students who enter my
classroom angry, confused and/or depressed, especially the young men.
They are'ready to ‘rule this camp,’ or they ‘ain’t gonna take nobody’s
crap.’ They’ve focused on being a man or a woman, but really don’t
know how (Hilliard 1995).
For educational managers, this brief statement is long on insight into the psychology
of students in their charge.
Numerous problems encountered can be attributed to external stresses of
poverty and stresses of racism (Hilliard 1995). Racism is ever present today. The
color line is drawn in the many films and television programs that continue to defame,
insult, and distort the images ofminority Americans on a daily basis. The result is an
ever mounting list of variables contributing to the manifestations of disciplinary
problems faced by all too many urban school managers.
Statement of the Problem
The ineffectiveness of present day in-school suspension programs, as
evidenced by the number of repeat offenders, suggested a need to investigate the
reasons why this is true (System Annual Report of In-School Suspension Program
1991-1996). A review of in-school suspension records of this urban school system
showed that the percentage of students assigned to the program had increased each
year since 1991. Students were referred to in-school suspension for a variety of
12
infractions of school rules and regulations. Generally, students modified their
behavior as a result of spending time in in-school suspension. As Johnson said,
“These students have a definite preference for participating in regular classroom
activities and do not find spending time in in-school suspension educationally or
socially attractive”(Johnson 1991). Yet there was a significantly large number of
students for whom the in-school suspension program was not effective. This study
proposed to determine the effectiveness of the intervention strategies used to deter
students from repeating in-school suspension. Specifically, the research investigated
the types of in-schoql suspension models used in selected urban schools and
evaluated the success of each in deterring repeat in-school offenders.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it produced information about the
effectiveness of the in-school suspension models in deterring in-school suspension
offenders. It may also provide educational managers valuable information which
might be useful in modifying programs that still hold promise for being the best
viable option for addressing disciplinary problems.
Research Questions
This study showed how in-school suspension models were applied by urban
schools. The following questions were answered;
1. Is there a significant difference in the utilization of the in-school
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suspension model that was used in selected urban schools?
2. Is there a significant relationship between the number of repeat
offenders and the in-school suspension model used?
3. Is there a significant difference between the number of repeat
offenders and the in-school suspension model used?
*
4. Is there a significant relationship between the number of repeat
offenders and the in-school suspension model used by (a) gender and
(b) grade level?
5. Is there a significant relationship between the number of repeat
offenders and the number of students retained?
Summary
There is a clear and present need for classroom teachers to have effective
options for disciplining students who continually disrupt regular classroom activities
beyond what the teacher is expected to tolerate in their respective classrooms. A
majority of public schools have developed programs to achieve this goal under the
auspices of formal, in-school suspension program ofvarying time frames, along with
other strategies that have proven to be relatively effective. The in-school suspension
program, however, seems to hold the most promise as the most effective of strategies
used to address the school disciplinary problems.
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Yet, some students who are assigned to the in-school suspension program end
up as frequent repeaters. Thus, closer examination or analysis of established in¬
school suspension programs was needed. The study ofthe intervention strategies used
by a local urban school was made to determine whether or not specific proponents
could be identified that significantly contributed to the failure of the in-school
suspension program to deter repeat offenders.
Such a determination necessitated investigations into the demographics and the
socioeconomic dynamics of the student population under study. The investigation
revealed that changes in the socioeconomic status ofmany African Americans during
the last thirty years, has created an urban underclass. Some of the significant
characteristics of the urban underclass are high levels ofextended family systems and
many single parent households headed by females. These families always tend to fall
below the federal poverty line. Some of the attendant problems which many students
from this population have includes behavior problems which interfere with the overall
instructional program of a school and poor attendance. These findings aptly
characterize the population of students in this study.
There is a need to develop effective in-school suspension models that are
specifically designed to meet the needs of individual schools, especially in schools
with student populations having unique circumstances described in the preceding
paragraph. As educational managers develop new strategies to handle disciplinary
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problems in their schools, they should take into account the impact ofpoverty on the
behaviors of students in public schools.
Observation shows that some students are frequent repeaters in the in-school
suspension program; however, very little data has been generated from rigorous
research as to why this “frequent repeater” phenomenon occurs. The design of this
study was primarily to provide detailed data on the intervention proponents of a
specific in-school suspension program. In turn, it was hoped this data would possibly
provide valuable insight into why such a program seemed to succeed and/or fail in
deterring frequent in-school suspension repeaters. The significance of the study,
then, was the data it proposed to offer educational managers anxious to offer their
teachers viable options for effectively addressing discipline problems that threatened
to erode their classroom settings.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
Schools are perceived by parents and by educators as places where children
come to be educated. Students, however, perceive schools as social meeting places
where they are able to interact with friends and teachers (Emmers 1981). As
divergent as these two perceptions are, a recent Gallop Poll reveals that public
schools continue to be effective in disseminating knowledge (Moore and Newport
(1993), butwoefully ineffective in curtailing ever growing discipline problems among
their student bodies.
It is common knowledge that greater student time spent on task learning
generally results in fewer discipline problems in the classroom (Berliner and Fisher
1985). Reportedly, the disciplined student suffers indirectly from the loss of
productive learning time diverted to the management of disciplinary problems. The
undisciplined student suffers as well. He or she is not immune to the adverse effects
wrought by his or her own lack ofself-discipline. As explained by one researcher, the
lack of self-discipline on the part of the student can counteract effective teaching, as
learning requires substantial amounts of concentration, control of impulse, self-
motivation, and ability to face and overcome stress (Etzoni 1984).
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Can an in-school suspension program, then, serve to bridge, rather than break,
the regular educational process, offering positive direction to students in need of
strategies formodifying unacceptable behavior? Harvey and Moosha (1977) answer,
“yes.” In-school suspension keeps the students’ academic progress from being
severely disrupted, keeps the students off the streets, maintains the revenues going to
the school districts, gives schools the opportunity for individualized attention to the
problem, and is advocated by society at large and by parents.
Many school districts adopted in-school suspension programs in recognition
of the need for more effective disciplinary procedures for removing disruptive
students from the classroom and for encouraging their social and emotional maturity
(Adger 1988). In-school suspension programs are viewed by Nielson (1979) as
successful strategies used in dealing with disruptions and violence in schools.
Recently, however, in-school suspension programs have incurred another serious
problem, the repeat offender. Some students have become chronically disruptive
(Johnson 1991). Wehlage (1989) contends “Students do not fail school because they
are different from students ofpast generations. Students fail school because schools
are not different from generations past.” In the same way, if in-school suspension is
to continue to be effective, new, more creative and innovative strategies must be
devised to deter the repeat offender.
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This chapter on related literature presents a summary of published data of
public school systems which developed in-school suspensions programs in the hope
that this strategy would become a viable alternative to out-of-school suspension for
those students whose behavior necessitated firm and immediate disciplinary actions.
There have not been many studies done on intervention strategies to deter repeat in¬
school offenders; however, this researcher has collected significant data on
intervention strategies that can be used to deter repeat offenders.
Behavior Intervention Strategies
These are strategies the school uses before it takes disciplinary actions to assist
students who fail to follow the rules and regulations of the school.
Conflict Resolution
One of the more recent intervention strategies found to deter suspension is
conflict resolution. It is part of the peaceable classroom approach which incorporates
leaning activities and teachable moments into an activity that encourages youth to
recognize and choose nonviolent options in conflicting situations. One rationale for
establishing conflict resolution in public schools is that the problem-solving processes
of conflict resolution (negotiation, mediation and consensus decision making) can
improve the school climate. Another very important rationale is that conflict
resolution strategies can reduce violence, vandalism, chronic school absence and
suspension. According to Crawford and Bodine (1996) strategies that empower
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students to deal constructively with interpersonal conflicts, cultural differences, and
the violence embedded in American culture need to be grounded in day-to-day
experience.
Among the most widely used conflict resolution programs in public schools is
peer mediation. This model of conflict resolution uses peers of students as mediators
to help settle disputes peacefully. Students are formally trained in the mediation
process and act as supervisors to the program. Components of the peer mediation
program include allowing students to gather perspectives and listen to each
disputant’s point ofview, identifying interests contributing to the conflict, creating
options that address the interests of both disputants, and generating an agreement
satisfactory to each disputant.
Lantieri and Patti (1996) also believe that conflict resolution is the “Road to
Peace in our Schools.” Clearly, they say, “schools today must be committed more
deeply than ever before to intentionally creating community and to paying attention
to young people’s social and emotional lives. We need a new vision for schools
which includes educating the heart along with the mind.”
What distinguishes the resolving conflict creatively from other violence
prevention programs is the emphasis on transforming the culture of participating
schools and on making them nonviolent learning communities. The “Peaceable
Schools” model developed by educators over many years in classrooms and
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communities is unique in its problem-solving approach to daily conflicts. The schools
operate on the premise that here they talk about the problems—they don’t shove them
under the table. People tend to respect one another, value diversity, and hold fewer
negative stereotypes. There are strong sanctions against violence and bias-related
incidents. And, finally, teachers, students, and staff share power; a democratic
environment fosters the development of social and civic responsibility.
Resolving conflict creatively is one of the largest programs of its kind in the
country. Among public health experts, it is “widely regarded as one of the most
promising violence-prevention programs,” according to a report on school safety by
the U.S. General Accounting Office (1995).
Another study done on The Peaceable Schools concept was developed by
Speirs (1994) entitled “Decreasing Suspension in Grades 9 through 12 through the
Implementation ofa Peace Curriculum.” The practicum was designed because out-of-
school suspension as a disciplinary procedure was not effective in changing student’s
behaviors. The students felt angry and rejected by the teachers, and they did not feel
part of the school culture. The practicum offered a peace curriculum designed to be
used in content academic areas, small groups, and with mentors. The study involved
a peace curriculum that included problem-solving activities that encouraged students
to develop alternatives to oppositional, defiant, and disruptive behaviors. The peace
curriculum offered students the opportunity to participate in class discussion without
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the fear of failure. By preventing behaviors that emerged when students became
frustrated because they did not know how to control their behaviors, the peace
curriculum offered students the opportunity to develop fair and just attitudes.
Recidivism
Opuni and others (1991) believed the Student Assignment Center Program
(SAC) in the Houston Independent School district is successful; nevertheless, they
developed and implemented a center which provided instructional and counseling
support services for middle school students who risk suspension or expulsion for
conduct code violations. The goals of the program are to improve student attitudes
and behaviors through motivational techniques and to improve their organizational
skills and study habits. The methodology used involved surveys of the Student
Assignment Center staff, principals, and teachers at 19 participating middle schools,
student attitude surveys, and an of analysis program recidivism rates. Findings
indicate that, overall, the program was partially effective in achieving its goals,
particularly in improving the recidivism rate and classroom environments.
Similar to the peaceable school approach, Thorbahn (1995) has developed a
study entitled “Saturday School and ALEC: Alternative Discipline Programs.” This
paper presents outcomes of two discipline programs implemented in a small, rural
high school. One program involved the creation of a Saturday school for students
serving detention. The Alternative Learning Education Center (ALEC) was
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established to provide continuing education and counseling for repeat offenders.
School discipline referrals for grades nine through 12 during the first half of the year
(the period prior to program implementation) were compared with those for the
second halfofthe year (after the programs were implemented). After implementation
of the two programs, the number of students who were suspended dropped fi'om 62
to 17. The Saturday school provided a viable alternative to suspension. The programs
appeared to change student’s attitudes by giving them choices and helping them to
understand the consequences of their behavior. Tougher consequences, descriptive
discipline codes, and counseling appeared to decrease student-referral problems in the
school (Thorbahn 1995).
Student Retention
Some students who require special in-school suspension strategies often are
repeat offenders and have been retained. According to Duke (1992), the first step in
identifying these students is to define them. Some researchers define them as at-risk,
students who are experiencing behavioral or attendance problems, or as those students
with grades ofD or F, or equivalent. Low grades are known to be highly correlated
with poor attendance, behavior problems, and drop-out rates. The second step is
determining how to equip regular classroom teachers with strategies that can lead to
higher grades. Teachers must become more proficient in organizational skills and
interpersonal relations.
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Researchers Hockman and Womer (1988), constructed an investigation into
a program designed to help at-risk students. They found that students who were
involved in counseling were less likely to be returned to in-school suspension,
whereas those students in the program who did not receive counseling were 13 times
more likely to be returned to in-school suspension.
According to Elliot (1992) in Kansas City, Missouri Public Schools, another
study done on at-risk students was “Re-focus Program-Redefine Efforts: Focus On
Change Under Supervision.” The Re-focus program atRuskinHigh School in Kansas
City, Missouri, helps at-risk students to redefine their efforts in social behavior and
academic success. When inappropriate behavior occurs and the classroom teacher
needs assistance, the student is taken out of his/her regular school. Rather than
resorting to out-of-school suspension and traditional in-school suspension, the
students are kept in the home school, yet not involved in the schools’ social
environment. Seven teachers, a different one each hour, supervised the refocus room.
Each hour and day, teachers give instruction to students on their social behavior, why
they were assigned and how they can correct their behavior. The second part of the
hour, the student works on academic subjects with the assistance of the supervising
teacher. In addition, the students regular teachers are encouraged to stop by the
refocus room to encourage the student. To help insure positive reinforcement for the
student, negative statements are not used in the re-focus room. Academic success is
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promoted by teaching appropriate social skills through planned teaching, effective
praise and social skills teaching techniques. Students can be assigned to re-focus for
one to seven hours or for a maximum of 10 days, but are encouraged to appeal their
stay after the 3-day minimum. During the program, supervising teachers, regular
teachers, and administrators are responsible for documenting the students’ progress.
Rogers and Wildenhaus (1991) reported that at-risk students had difficulty
communicating on an intimate level emotions such as joy, hope, fear, and
disappointment. They wrote that these students tend to distance themselves from
those whose questions came too close, with their desire for space often being
interpreted as unniliness or disrespectfiil. The authors suggested school programs to
develop problem-solving and conflict resolution skills to counteract the typically
employed response of fight or flight among at-risk students.
As the various studies show, these intervention strategies can help modify
student behavior and protect the overall learning environment by isolating disruptive
students. The in-school suspension programs, which are actually types of
interventions models, use the in-school setting as part of a general behavior
modification program.
Academic
In some cases, inappropriate behaviors, family crises, medical traumas, and
poor grades or previous grade retentions affected the potential academic achievement
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of sixth grade students identified as at-risk by school staff. A two-fold intervention
program was developed to help these students. First, support and co-curricular
programs were expanded to encourage more student identification with and
participation in school. School staff counseled students in small groups on a regular
basis to offer academic and emotional support. Adult and peer tutoring programs
were established to support academic progress. Second, collaborative efforts with the
local mental health center resulted in the Families and Neighborhood Schools project
and a school-based adolescent counselor. This project offered student and family
support through interagency referrals; integrated human services; individual and
family clinical therapy; and multi systemic, voluntary student group counseling. The
combination of school and clinical interventions addressed the needs of all students
at this school, with approximately 350 ofthe school’s 950 students participating in the
group counseling program. The group of at-risk sixth graders met or exceeded the
project’s goals for attendance academic achievement, and discipline. The group
achieved 95.7% yearly attendance, and a 2.06 grade point average. The group
accumulated 11% ofthe school’s days lost to in-school suspension and only 7% ofthe
days lost to out-of-school suspension (Hoover 1994).
Vickie Lewis RencherofPriceMiddle School (Atlanta Public School System),
utilized the academic, therapeutic, and punitive models to assist in achieving the
following specific goals: (1) Helping to reduce the incidence of suspendable
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infractions; (2) Providing opportunity for students to learn how to demonstrate
appropriate behavior by practicing decisionmaking skills, communication techniques,
and coping strategies; and (3) Giving students who lacked the basic skills assistance
in academic areas ofthe curriculum during their stay in in-school suspension. During
that school year, 1995-1996, she observed the in-school suspension program which
deterred many of her repeaters.
For the academic model, Roquemore (1992) viewed a study, “The Academic
Motivations of Students who are Discipline Problems.” The study examined the
academic motivation of the first students (25 from each school) in the 1990-91 school
year in each of four schools in grades nine through 12 who were suspended from
school or placed in in-school suspension programs for repeated offenses (disrupting
class, exhibiting aggressive behavior toward school authorities as peers, or refusing
to follow directions) as an accepted punishment. The student Motivation Diagnostic
Questionnaire was administered to the students. Findings indicated that students in
all four schools scored lowest in the areas of self-concept and attitudes toward
teachers. It is suggested that intervention programs could counteract students’ low
self-concepts and negative attitudes toward teachers; such programs would include:
parent training, teacher staff development, school programs that focus on one-on-one
relationship with students, remediation of academic difficulties and administrative
monitoring of individual teachers and evaluation of the school environment.
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Therapeutic
According to Miller (1986), a study was done, “Effect of a Program of
Therapeutic Discipline on the Attitude, Attendance, and Insight of Truant
Adolescents.” In an in-school setting, the effects of a therapeutic discipline program
and a non-therapeutic discipline program on truants’ attitudes and attendance were
compared. It was found that therapeutic discipline students (a) held less positive
attitudes towards attendance; (b) had better records of attendance; and ( c)
demonstrated greater insight into attendance problems.
Novel (1994), viewed a practicum report which described a 15-day in-room
suspension strategy designed to reduce the increasing number ofprincipal initiating
student suspensions resulting from inappropriate conduct. The program’s
distinguishing features entailed a central figure who predetermined the candidates by
means of a pre-suspension interview, parental student involvement and choice, and
the student’s motivation for avoiding an impending principal’s supervision. A
contingency contract delineated the conditions that necessitated pupil isolation while
promoting structure and point system, a behavioral modification strategy that
conceivably reduced the duration of the in-room suspension from an unprecedented
15 school days to 10 days. The program was rehabilitative rather than punitive in
design. Analysis of the program data revealed an impressive improvement among
those in need of academic stmcture and a minimal effectiveness among reluctant
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participants. An accomplished teacher in charge, parental involvement, and continual
intercommunication contributed to the program’s success.
Punitive
Of the four models - individualized, therapeutic, academic, and punitive -
punitive is the most frequently used. The widespread use of punitive disciplinary
methods, including probation, suspension, and expulsion, can estrange students from
schools, negatively “label” affected students, and burden communities with
unsupervised youths. Rehabilitative forms ofdiscipline for students include in-school
suspension, special day-long classes, and behavior contracts. Knowledge of
conditions fostering these forms ofpunishment can help change the social structure
ofhigh schools and enhance instruction.
Three hundred sixty-five Michigan principals returned questionnaires
evaluating discipline procedures and school security community, school climate, and
principal characteristics. Short term and in-school suspension, assignment to special
day-long classes, and school probation were the most frequently used disciplinary
methods in suburban and urban schools. Suburban districts were the most likely to
employ in-school suspension, given greater resource availability. Bivariate
relationships reveal that discipline and the dissemination ofpunishment are a function
of community type (urban versus rural), involvement, number of special education
teachers, percentage of student receiving federally funded lunches, percentage
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applying to college, and the numbers of professional staff employed. Exeepting
federally-funded lunches and applications to college, all predictors are statistieally and
significantly correlated with the application of punitive disciplinary techniques
(Adams 1992).
Individualized
According to Sullivan (1989), planning, implementing, and maintaining an
effective in-school suspension program whether the school division is considering
implementing in-school suspension for the first time, or reinstating a program thatwas
discontinued, bringing consistency to an individualized, diversified program, or
maintaining an already effective in-school suspension program while enhancing its
rehabilitative potential can be tailored for one’s own use. Can in-school suspension
serve as the re-directive disciplinary alternative it was originally conceived to be?
The suceess of the in-school suspension program in reducing student discipline
problems will depend primarily on the time, effort, and resources invested during the
planning, implementation, and evaluation.
All in-school suspension models can be classified into Punitive, Problem
Solving, Therapeutic, Academic, and Individual. The Individual Model is most
reasonable, since it assumes that reasons for misbehavior vary from student to student.
In-school suspension programs can help modify student misbehavior, protect the
overall learning environment by isolating disruptive students, and protect the
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community by keeping offenders off the streets (Sheets 1996).
According to Short (1988) in the monographs in Education, Planning and
Developing in-school suspension program, the background for the monograph comes
from a study of in-school suspension programs conducted in schools in North
Carolina. Short’s book is broken down into six chapters. Chapter 1 focuses on the
effectively disciplined schools in terms of a total school perspective and the
characteristics of a well-disciplined school. Chapter 2 addresses three categories of
administrative discipline strategies: non-exclusion, out-of-school suspension, and in¬
school suspension. In Chapter 3, alternatives to out-of school suspension and three
models of in-school suspension programs are presented. Chapter 4 provides
descriptions of three actual programs: punitive model, punitive/academic model, and
punitive/therapeutic model. In Chapter 5, issues in establishing in-school suspension
programs are discussed. Chapter 6 describes the need to make decisions about
location, room assignment, and personnel in the planning of in-school suspension
programs.
Since this monograph study, researchers have been using Short’s model to
address strategies to improve in-school suspension programs nationwide. But, no one
else has not been able to further extend or add to her models
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Summary
There have not been many studies done in the area of in-school suspension
programs to deter repeat offenders. This related literature focuses on various
successful intervention strategies that could be beneficial for deterring students from
in-school suspension programs such as alternative centers, alternative discipline
programs and conflict resolution through violence prevention programs. Many school
systems are using models in their program such as academic, therapeutic, punitive and
individualized to help change unwanted behaviors. They are trying these models with
each individual student in mind to meet their needs to return to the mainstream and
to deter them from in-school suspension programs. Many students are repeat
offenders because of the lack of individual counselor(s), group counselor, and reality
therapy. As the research in this data has demonstrated, many schools across the




The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of intervention
strategies used in a large urban school system and their effectiveness in deterring
students from repeating in-school suspension. Specifically, the study investigated the
types of in-school suspension models used in 16 selected urban middle schools and
evaluated the success of each in deterring repeat offenders in the schools surveyed.
This study assumed that the proposed cure for disciplinary problems experienced by
most public school systems seems to be in the in-school suspension program.
According to Sheet (1996), the goals of any discipline program should be to change
unwanted student behavior. In-school suspension programs can accomplish this
objective, but only if the program is appropriately designed and maintained to be an
effective part of the school’s total discipline philosophy.
The basic objectives and goals of the in-school suspension program are (a) to
modify student behavior, (b) to protect the overall learning environment by isolating
disruptive students, and ( c) to protect the community by keeping the offending
students off the streets and in the school building (Sheet 1996). Another goal ofthe
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in-school suspension program is to improve the student attitudes and behavior through
motivational techniques and to improve their organizational skills and study habits.
The goals and objectives of an in-school suspension program should be clearly
defined and its purpose in the complete disciplinary program understood by the entire
school community, especially boards of education and parents (Angiolillo 1986).
Relationship Among Variables
In this study, the independent variables were the intervention models that
were used in in-school suspension programs. The predicted difference between
the independent and the dependent variables stated that there would be a
relationship between the four independent variables and the identified dependent
variables. In addition, it was hypothesized that their relationships would vary
according to the relationship between the number of repeat offenders and the in¬
school suspension models used by gender and grade level.
Figure 1 provides a model of the theoretical framework and identifies the
independent, dependent and moderator variables. The four independent variables
had a positive impact on the moderator variables as well as the dependent
variables. The goals of any discipline program should be to change unwanted
student behavior. In-school suspension program can accomplish this objective, but
only if the program is appropriately designed and maintained to be an effective
part of the school’s total discipline philosophy (Sheets 1996).
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Definition of the Variables
The following definitions explain the variables used in this study:
1. Punitive model - a form of ISS in which students are isolated within an
in-school-suspension room for two to ten days and given supervised
punitive assignment such as copying pages from the dictionary and
encyclopedias.
2. Individualized model - a form of ISS program which uses strategies
such as rearranging the classroom, accessing files, and providing
extensive feedback on students’ classroom behavior. Operating on the
assumption that the reasons for student misbehavior vary among
students, the individualized model combines the academic, therapeutic,
and punitive models to address the specific problems and needs ofeach
student referred to in-school suspension.
3. Academic model - a form of ISS program in which students receive
instruction support to meet clearly identified learning difficulties, such
such as reading, writing and basic skills.
4. Therapeutic model - a form of ISS program in which students are
involved in conflict resolution and peer mediation activities which
involve problem solving through individual and group counseling or
outside counseling agencies.
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5. Repeater (number of students) - a student who is sent back to in-school
suspension more than once.
6. Retained (number of students) - a student who is not promoted to the
next level.
Definition ofTerms
The following definitions explain the terms used in this study;
1. Expulsion - the removal of students from districts for bringing guns to
school and/or failing to obey the rules set forth by administrative staff.
2. Isolation - a location separated from other areas of the school building
. for in-school suspension students.
3. Criminal Behavior - the act of threatening to strike, attack or harm any
person in school or at any sponsored or supervised activity or
threatening to damage or destroy property. Examples include rape,
drugs, alcohol, sexual harassment, vandalism (Atlanta Board Policy
Manual 1996-97).
4. Rebellious Behavior - acting out and refusing to change; entering any
school property or school facility without proper authorization;
participation in illegal organizations or gangs; not following directions;
cutting class; constant tardiness; insubordination (Atlanta Board Policy
Manual 1996-97).
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5. Disruptive Behavior - seriously inappropriate manners such as
disrespect, abusive language, cutting class, leaving the school without
permission (Atlanta Board Policy Manual 1996-97).
6. In-School Suspension - a form of ISS program in which students
remain in school with the idea that theywill be isolated from the other
students within the school for a period of three to five days for breaking
the rules of the school (Short 1988).
Null Hypotheses
1. There was no significant difference in the utilization of the in-school
suspension model that was used in selected urban schools.
2. There was no significant relationship between the number of repeat
offenders and the in-school suspension model used.
3. There was no significant difference between the number of repeat offenders
and the in-school suspension model used.
4. There was no significant relationship between the number of repeat offenders
and the in-school suspension model used by (a) gender and (b) grade level.
5. There was no significant relationship between the number of repeat offenders
and the number of students retained.
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Limitations of the Study
Investigation studies are conducted frequently; however, there are often some
aspects of the study the researcher cannot absolutely control. These aspects represent
limitations to the interpretation, use, and generalization of the research finding. The
primary instrument used to collect data on the intervention models to deter repeat in¬
school suspension offenders was a self-administered questionnaire given to each in¬
school suspension teachers in 16 urban schools. The scope of the study was limited
to large urban city school systems. Questionnaires were administered; and was hoped
that the responses were accurate and honest. In this study the following limitations
were identified:
1. The focus of this study was limited to middle schools. (The study
involved 16 middle schools in a large urban school system).
2. The studywas only conducted with middle school in-school suspension
teachers.
3. The study was done in a single urban school district.
Summary of the Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of the study included a discussion on the role and
relationship of theoretical formulations in the research study. These formulations
provided a framework ofreference for the objective examination ofhow various types
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of intervention strategies impacted upon the behavior of repeat in-school suspension
offenders.
Central to any research study is a definition of the independent, dependent, and
moderator variables which are the focus of the study; however, independent,
dependent, and moderates variables for this study were identified as separate entities
and in their difference or relationship to each other. The subsequent analysis of these
variables using results from data collected from the survey instrument was one of the




Research Methods and Procedures
This chapter presents the methodology and procedures used in this study. The
following components will be explained: design ofthe study; description ofthe study;
description of the setting; sampling procedures; working with human subjects;
descriptions ofthe instrument; data collection procedures; and statistical treatments.
Design of the Study
This study was designed to use a quantitative survey method to investigate the
differences and the relationships between the in-school suspension models and the
repeat offenders by gender, grade level, and number of students retained.
The selected independent variables were the four intervention models thatwere
used to deter repeat offenders. (1) academic, (2) therapeutic, (3) punitive and (4)
individualized. The dependent variables were (a) repeaters and (b) the number of
students retained. The moderator variables were (a) gender, and (b) grade level.
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Description of the Setting
This study was conducted in an urban school system. This school system has
a total student population of 60,209 with the following race and gender breakdown:
Black 54,329 (90.2%), White 3,958 (6.6%), Hispanic 1,046 (1.7%), Asian 701
(1.2%), American-Indian 33 (0.1%), and Multi-racial 133 (0.2%). There were
approximately 30,397 males (50.5%) and 29,812 females (49.5%) in the system
(Georgia Public Education Report Card, 1996). The enrollment in compensatory
programs were Special Education (Grades PK-12) 4,596 (8%), English to Speakers
ofOther Languages (Grades K-12) 1,268 (2%); Title I (Grades K-12) 16,865 (28%);
Remedial Education (Grades 2-5 and 9-12) 11,312 (32%); and Special Instructional
Assistance (Grades K-3) 8,090 (36%) (Georgia Public Education Report Card, 1996).
The dropout rate was 2,121 (8.0%) for grades 6-12 and 1,449 (10.2%) for
grades 9-12. Many of these were retention students. The following numbers and
percentages of students were retained: Black students 2,818 (93.7%), White students
76 (2.5%), Hispanic students 89 (3.0%), Asian students 22 (0.7%), American Indian
students 0 (0.0%), and Multiracial students 1 (0.0%).
Sampling Procedures
For the study, in-school suspension teachers from this urban school system
participated. All full-time in-school suspension teachers were asked to complete the
survey. The stratified sampling was used in the study because all 16 ISS middle
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survey. The stratified sampling was used in the study because all 16 ISS middle
school teachers as a whole would participate. After the stratified sampling of the
urban schools, the research focused special attention on the selection of the schools
that were used in the study. According to Borg and Gall (1996), stratified sampling
is used when certain subgroups in the population are represented in the sample
proportionate to their numbers in the population itself Stratified samples are
particularly appropriate in studies where part of the research analysis is likely to be
concerned with comparisons between various subgroups. Stratified sampling was
used for all sixteen middles in-school suspension teachers in the urban city school
system.
Working with Human Subjects
This study was conducted with permission from the director of research and
evaluation and the urban school personnel department in this urban city school.
Subjects used in the study were informed of the collected data used in this research,
with individual schools remaining unidentified and group data being reported. All
data was kept confidential, and participation was on a voluntary basis.
A questionnaire was developed and mailed to in-school suspension teachers
to collect data on which intervention models these schools use. The survey was
administered to all middle school in-school suspension teachers in an urban city
school. In addition, data were collected fi*om the Georgia Department ofEducation
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on each school had made its annual report to the state on its in-school suspension
program. This data provided findings on the number of repeat offenders each school
had by gender and grade level and on the number of students who had been retained.
Description of the Instrument
Primary data used in this study were collected, using a survey questionnaire
consisting of 49 questions. The structure of this instrument gave the respondent a
choice of four possible answers to each question. Questions were concise and
arranged for easy reading. The survey instrument used in this study was given to a
sample of 16 in-school suspension teachers assigned to urban schools.
This structured questionnaire was field-tested for reliability and the validity
in a pilot study before final administration. Participants in the field test were twelve
in-school suspension teachers who were not involved in the study.
The instrument used in the study was developed by the researcher. The items
were originated from the criterion used by Paula Short, Monograph in Education,
which identifies the four models. The items measured the variables that were placed
on a single questionnaire. Each item required a single answer to be indicated by the
prescribed response mode.
The Questionnaire was designed to investigate the intervention models used
in urban middle schools. In constructing the needed questionnaire, the researcher was
aware of some of the rules for constructing questionnaire items which were viewed
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by Borg and Gall (1971). Among these rules were the following:
1. Each item on your questionnaire must be developed to measure
a specific aspect of one ofyour hypothesis.
2. You should be able to explain in detail why you are asking the
question and how you will analyze the responses.
3. Questions may be the closed form in which the question permits
only certain responses (such as multiple choice questions).
4. It is desirable to design the questions in closed form so the
quantification and analysis of the results may be carried out
efficiently.
In this study, the researcher used the closed form questionnaire because it was
much easier to read and get responses. Observing, and examining other scales and
alternative forms of coding and scoring, the researcher decided to use a 4-point





The composite of these ratings provided a more reliable estimate of face
validity than a single subjective judgement. The mean score could be computed to
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estimate the face validity of each item. The mean score of these items could in turn
be combined to give an estimate of the face validity of the entire test (Borg and Gall
1993).
Since this study is not a replicate of a study that has been previously done, no
single instrument was located that was suitable to measure the four intervention
models that were used in this study.
Test Reliability
Reliability, as applied to educational measurement, may be defined as the
degree to which test scores are free from measurement errors. Reliability is usually
concerned with the level of internal consistency of the measure of its stability over
time. Reliability is an extremely important characteristic ofeducational measurement.
It is much easier to establish the reliability of a test than to establish its validity (Borg
1987).
Validity
Validity is the degree to which a test actually measures the variables it claims
to measure. Different kinds of tests of validity are relevant to different types of
measures and different testing situations. According to Borg, there are five different
types of measures and different testing situations. They are content, predictive,
concurrent, construct, and face validity. In this study, the researcher was interested
in establishing content validity, the degree to which items on a test represent the
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content that the test was designed to measure. However, content validity should not
be confused with face validity, which is concerned with the degree to which the test
appears to measure what it purports to measure which is based on subjective appraisal
ofwhat the test measures (Borg 1987).
Data Collection Procedures
The survey was sent to participating in-school suspension teachers in a packet
consisting ofexplanatory cover letter (Appendix A), questionnaire, and self-addressed
stamped envelopes. All respondents were informed that the survey results would be
used in a group data reporting on the intervention models to deter repeat offenders in
in-school suspension.
Also, data were collected from the Georgia Department ofEducation System
Annual Report of in-school suspension programs. The items from this report sought
information related to the research questions, dependent, and moderator variables.
Collection of the data resulted from the following procedures:
1. Develop evaluation instrument (questionnaire) necessary to
conduct the study.
2. Obtain permission from school system’s research director to
conduct the study in its system.
3. Mail the questionnaire to all in-school suspension teachers
within this urban school system.
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4. Attach a time line for respondents to return questionnaire to researcher
and provide follow-up if needed.
Statistical Application
The statistical application used in this study tested the relationship and
difference between the variables. A level of .05 significance was used to determine
whether to accept or reject the hypotheses. One step in hypothesis testing is to decide
on the level of significance (Gay, 1996). If a true hypothesis is accepted, or a false
hypothesis is rejected, it is obvious that a correct decision has been made. The fact
that the test ofhypothesis is based on samples suggest two potential types of errors.
(1) The null hypothesis is rejected when it should have been accepted; and (2) The
null hypothesis is accepted when it should have been rejected. According to Gay
(1996), for most studies the significant level of .05 is a reasonable probability level.
The consequences ofcommitting a Type I error are usually not too serious. ANOVA
was used as a statistical tool in this study because it showed the differences between
several means. It also analyzed the variance of scores and subjects and not just the
means. Pearson’s product moment coefficient correlation was used to determine the
degree to which the independent and dependent variables are related to each other.
Pearson’s product moment coefficient correlation is a nonparametric statistic used to
describe the degree of association between variables when the measurement is
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nominal (Runyon 1966). Data were also analyzed using descriptive statistics, such
as means and standard deviation.
Summary ofMethods and Procedures
Chapter IV presented a description of research methodology and procedures
utilized in pursuing the study. This chapter described the (1) Research Design; (2)
Description of the Setting; (3) Sampling Procedures; (4) Working with Human
Subjects; (5) Instrumentation; (6) Data Collection Procedures and (7) Statistical
Application. However, an analysis of the data obtained from questioimaires, and the
System Annual Report of in-school suspension program was reviewed and evaluated.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Introduction
The purpose of the study was to investigate the difference and relationship
between in-school suspension models and repeat offenders. This investigation
included sixteen middle school teachers who worked with in-school suspension
students, in the sixth, seventh, and eighth grades. The relationship and the difference
between the in-school suspension models and the repeat offenders were analyzed by
gender, grade level, and number of students retained.
The independent variables were four intervention models that were used to
deter repeat offenders, namely: (1) Academic, (2) Therapeutic, (3) Punitive, and (4)
Individualized. The dependent variables were (1) repeat offenders and (2) the number
of students retained.
The data were displaced in tabular format and explained through
accompanying narratives. Tables included in this chapter describe the data and
findings. Each hypothesis is restated, followed by a data table which illustrates how
the data were analyzed and presented, what were the outcomes and significance.
Tables are followed by a statement indicating whether the hypothesis was accepted
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or rejected and why. Descriptive statistics such as means and the standard deviation
were also used to analyze data. The independent and dependent variables were
subjected to inferential statistical procedures such as the ANOVA and Pearson’s
product-moment coefficient correlation. From the data gathered, all null hypotheses
were accepted.
To test the hypotheses, sixteen urban in-school suspension teachers from
sixteen different urban middle schools were asked to complete the In-School
Suspension Questionnaire that was developed for this investigation. The 49 items on
the questionnaire assessed behavior on a 4-point Likert scale with 1 = never; 2 =
sometimes: 3 = often: and 4 = always. The means were interpreted as follows: 1.0-
1.50 never: 1.51 - 2.50 sometimes: 2.51 - 3.50 often: 3.51 - 4.0 always. Scale scores
were obtained by adding the items specific to each model. Items 1-10 were specific
to the academic model, items 11-22 to the therapeutic model, items 23-39 to the
punitive model and items 40-49 were specific to the individual model.
Null Hypothesis 1 - There was no significant difference in the utilization of
the in-school suspension model that was used in selected urban schools.
The data displayed in Table 1 indicate that the computed F ratio of .640 is not
significant at the .05 level of significance because the significant level of the table
value is only .592. Statistical outcomes related to hypothesis 1 are displayed in Table
1, which follows.
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Groups .802 3 .267 .640 .592
Within
Groups 25.067 60 .418
Total 25.869 63
The table above shows that there was no significant difference in the school
suspension models used in selected urban schools. This is not surprising as the data
indicate that all 16 schools used each of the in-school suspension models to varying
degrees.
Table 2, which follows, further helps to illustrate this finding. The level of
significance was set at .05; however, the F-ratio and the significance level were not
revealed in Table 1 to be higher than the level of significance. The mean scores
indicated that all 16 schools used a combination of all four models. They were as
follows: academic 2.99; therapeutic 2.82; punitive 3.09; and the individualized 2.93.
The standard deviation scores were close as well; .72, .69, .46, and .69.
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Academic 16 2.99 .72
Therapeutic 16 2.82 .69
Punitive 16 3.09 .46
Individualized 16 2.93 .69
From the results, there was no one specific model used in any of the schools.
All of the schools used aspects ofall four models concurrently. This hypothesis was
accepted.
Table 3 lists the 16 middle schools by codes and shows the mean scores of
each model fi'om the highest to the lowest.
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01 1.90 2.50 3.06 2.10
02 3.20 2.83 3.24 3.60
03 2.60 2.25 2.41 2.10
04 2.70 2.17 3.00 2.80
05 1.30 1.25 3.06 1.80
06 2.30 2.33 2.18 2.20
07 3.20 2.25 2.88 2.20
08 4.00 3.50 3.18 3.60
09 3.00 3.08 2.59 3.30
10 3.40 3.33 3.59 3.20
11 3.30 2.92 2.94 3.40
12 2.60 2.75 3.47 2.70
13 3.60 3.00 3.06 2.50
14 3.40 2.83 3.12 2.30
15 3.50 3.67 3.88 4.00
16 3.80 3.67 3.76 3.60
Data on In-School Suspension Model in Table 3
For school 1 the mean scores for all four models ranged from 1.90 to 3.06.
There was a difference .of 1.16 for the highest to the lowest. In fact, this was not the
largest range between the scores on the models. These scores did not indicate a
preponderance in use of any one model. For school 2, means ranged between 2.83
and 3.60, a difference of .77. This was even a smaller range than that ofschool 1, and
in fact indicated a greater overlapping of in-school suspension models being used.
In the case of school 3, the highest mean score was 2.60, with the lowest was 2.10.
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Again, the scores show a similarity in the extent to which each model was used. The
difference between the. highest and the lowest is .50.
For the in-school suspension model used in school 4, the highest mean score
was model 3 with a mean score of3.00, and the lowest, model 2 with a mean of2.17.
The difference between these scores overall was .83. It was demonstrated that there
were few differences in the models used. For school 5, the highest mean score was
3.06 and the lowest was 1.25, a difference in mean of 1.81. Again, the means have
revealed that there is very little difference in the models used. The mean scores on
the four models for school 6 ranged from 2.33 to 2.18; a difference of only .15. The
mean scores on the models for school 7 ranged from 3.20 to 2.20, which showed a
difference ofonly 1.00; For school 8, the mean scores ranged between 3.18 to 4.00,
a difference in the means from the highest to the lowest of .82. School 9, model 4 had
a high mean score of 3.30 while the other models scored 3.00, 3.08, and 2.59. The
data shows the highest mean score to the lowest with a difference of .71.
Schools 9, 10, 11 and 12 again used all four models with only negligible
differences. School 9 had a high mean score of 3.30 while the other models ranged
from 2.59 to 3.08. The data show the school used each model, but there was no
significant difference in the mean scores from the highest to the lowest with an
average of .71. School 10 used all four models, ranging from 3.20 to 3.59 and
showed a difference of .39 from the highest to the lowest, while school 11 showed a
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mean score for in-school suspension model four with the highest 3.4 and the lowest
2.92. For school 12, the mean score in model four was 3.47. The other scores varied
between models with the scores 2.60, 2.70 and 2.75, with a difference from highest
to lowest of .87.
In school 13 the results of the data indicate that all four models were used
equally; while in school 14, there was no indication that one model was better than
the other. On the other hand, schools 15 and 16 used all models with no differences.
Overall, the data in Table 3 demonstrates that there was very little difference in the
mean scores for all sixteen middle schools on the In-school Suspension Models used.
The highest difference between the scores was only 1.81.
Null Hypothesis 2 - There was no significant relationship between the
number of repeat offenders and the in-school suspension model used.
The outcome of the analysis of data collected to test this hypothesis is
presented in Table 4. There was no significant correlation between the number of
repeat offenders and the in-school suspension models as the data computation yielded
a correlation of .081 and a significant value of .764. These values were not identified
to be significant at the .05 level.
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Table 4, Pearson’s Product Moment Coefficient Correlation Between Total




Correlation between number .081 .764
of repeat offenders and ISS
Delivery Model
P = .468
The correlation in Table 4 was not significant because it was less than the
computation which had been identified. There was no significant relationship
between the number of repeat offenders and the in-school suspension delivery model.
This null hypothesis was accepted.
Null Hypothesis 3 - There was no significant difference between the number
of repeat offenders and the in-school suspension model used.
The data presented in Table 5 were taken from the System Annual Report of
In-School Suspension Programs each year for a period of five years. It included the
total number of repeat offenders reported by each school between 1991 and 1996.
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Table 5. Analysis of Variance for Total Number ofRepeat Offenders








Groups 1886983 3 628994.4 1.142 .372
Within
Groups 6611797 12 5509834.1
Total 8498780 15
The F-ratio was 1.142 and the significMt level was .372. The level of
significance was set at .05. The results demonstrated that there were no significant
differences between the number of repeat offenders and the in-school suspension
model used in each school. The statistical data revealed that the F-ratio and
significant difference were lower than the .05 level.
The data presented in Table 6 were taken from the questionnaire that was
administered to all 16 middle in-school suspension teachers in the large urban district.
Table 6 lists the fourmodels that were used in each school. The academic model was
used more often than any of the others; however, there was no significant difference
in any of the models used. The punitive model was used in five schools, the
individualized was used in four schools, and the therapeutic was used in one school.
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Table 6. Means and Standard Deviation for the Number ofRepeat




Academic 6 2030.00 968.14
Therapeutic 1 562.00 .00
Punitive 5 1915.40 560.00
Individualized 4 1843.19 752.72
The results revealed that the mean scores were close, as were the standard
deviations. Each group demonstrated that there was no significant difference. From
the statistical data all 16 middle schools used a combination ofall of the models with
very little differences.
Null Hypothesis 4 - There was no significant relationship between the number
of repeat offenders and the in-school suspension model by (a) gender and (b)
grade level.
Statistical outcomes relative to this hypothesis are presented in Table 7.
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was computed to determine the
relationship between the number of repeat offenders by the delivery models, for
gender and grade level. A correlation was computed for females and males at each
grade level (6, 7 and 8). The computed correlation of the in-school suspension
delivery model and number of repeat offenders demonstrated that there was no
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significant relationship between these variables. This null hypothesis was accepted.
Table 7. Pearson’s Product Moment Coefficient Correlation Between
the Number ofRepeat Offenders and the In-school Suspension









Sixth Grade .017 .950
Seventh Grade .051 .850
Eighth Grade .155 .567
P =.468
The Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficient for girls was .093 and
for boys .798. The correlations between grades were sixth grade .017, seventh grade
.051, and eighth grade .155. The significant level ofeach grade was sixth grade .950,
seventh grade .850, and eighth grade .567. None of these were significant; the level
of significance was set at .05. This null hypothesis was accepted.
The results demonstrated that there was no significant relationship between
the number of repeat offenders and the in-school suspension delivery model by (a)
gender and (b) grade level for each of the 16 middle schools. All of the schools used
combinations of all the in-school suspension delivery models. They also used the
same models of the repeat offenders by gender, grade level, and the total school
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enrollment (see Tables 5-A, 5-B, and 5-C in the Appendices).
Null Hypothesis 5 - There was no significant relationship between the
number of repeat offenders and the number of students retained.
The data collected to test this hypothesis are presented in Table 8. In this
table, the data were accumulated for each year from 1991 to 1996. The data were
also collected from the System Annual Report of In-school Suspension, which was
reported by all 16 middle schools. The schools were coded, listed by the number
of repeat offenders and the total number of retained students by each grade level.
The results demonstrated, there was no relationship among the repeat offenders and
the number of retained students. The correlation of the retained students was .080
and the significant level .769.
Table 8. Pearson’s ProductMoment Coefficient Correlation Between




Correlation between total .080 .769
number of repeat offenders
and number of total retained
students
P = .468
The data demonstrated there was no relationship between the number of repeat
offenders and the number of students retained. This null hypothesis was accepted.
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The conclusion of the data showed that the number of repeat offenders that were
placed in in-school suspension does not have any effect on students that have been
retained. The significance level was set at .05. The correlation in Table 8 is not
significant because it was less than the computation which has been identified (see
Tables 6A, 6B, and 6C in the Appendices).
Summary
In Chapter V there were five hypotheses investigated that focused on the
analysis of the data presented in the findings. Onemay note that five hypotheses were
tested utilizing ANOVA and Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient to
determine the differences and the relationships between the variables. There were no





The purpose of this study was to investigate the intervention strategies
(models) used in this large urban school system and their impact upon the number of
repeat offenders in this school system. After investigating the intervention strategies
(models) used in this large urban school system, the researcher questions whether the
current intervention strategies (models) are meeting the needs ofthe students since the
finding indicate such a high rate of repeat offenders. However, further research needs
to be done to see what intervention strategies (models) best meet the needs of the
students in this large urban school system.
This study investigated the differences and the relationships between in-school
suspension models and repeat offenders by gender, grade level, and the number of
students retained. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine the
differences between the models on all variables. Pearson’s Product-Moment
Correlation Coefficient analysis was done to determine the relationship among
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variables. The findings of this study were a result of the testing of five null
hypotheses of the study, which are as follows:
1. There were no significant differences in the in-school suspension
models that were used in the sixteen middle schools sample. While the
academic model was used more often, the difference was not
significant.
2. There was no relationship between the number of repeat offenders
and the in-school suspension model used. In the case of this study,
the number of repeat offenders was large, but lateral. The correlation
coefficient was not significant at the .05 level.
3. There was no significant difference between the number of repeat
offenders and the in-school suspension model used. Additionally, the
in-school suspension models used in this study yielded findings that
indicated that there was no significant difference in the models
between the schools. All schools used a combination of the four
models. There was no single school using one particular model.
4. There was no relationship found between the in-school suspension
model used by (a) gender and (b) grade level. None was significant at
the .05 level.
5. There was no relationship between the number of repeat offenders and
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the number of students retained. This finding was contrary to the
literature which suggested that a linear relationship existed between
these variables. According to Duke in 1992, students who required
special in-school suspension strategies often were repeat offenders and
were also often retained.
The most significant finding in this study was that there was no significant
difference or relationship found between variables investigated in the study.
Conclusions
Based on the five preceding findings, the researcher concluded that there were
no statistically significant differences or relationships among the four independent
variables, the four models used, and the two dependent variables - repeat offenders
and those retained.
There were sixteen schools or 100% participation in this study. The System
Annual Report ofIn-School Suspension Programs indicated there was no relationship
between the number of repeat offenders and the number of students retained by
gender or by grade level. The researcher used an in-school suspension questionnaire
to determine the type ofmodel(s) each school used.
According to Adams (1992), of the five models - individualized, therapeutic,
academic, and punitive - punitive was the most fi-equently used. The widespread
usage of punitive disciplinary methods, including probation, suspension and
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expulsion, can affect schools negatively, “label” students, and burden communities
with unsupervised youths. However, among the intervention strategies (models) that
were used in this study from the sixteen schools in this large urban school system, the
academic model was used more than the others.
The results of the questionnaire demonstrated that many of the in-school
suspension teachers were not equipped and/or trained in this area. (In-School
Suspension Questionnaire 1998). Some were former coaches who have in their
psyche that one must be physically strong to accommodate these types of students,
which is not true. These students must be counseled and taught why they have been
placed in in-school suspension, as well as how they can change their negative
behaviors to positive ones. In-school suspension can better meet the needs of the
students by keeping them on tasks, academically as well as emotionally. From the
data that were collected from the questionnaire, it can be demonstrated that the sixteen
middle school teachers in this large urban school district were not achieving the goals
nor the objectives the program was designed to demonstrate. As in-school suspension
teachers, we need to review and revise our program to meet the needs of the students
who are constantly repeating our program.
Implications
This study should be viewed as an initial step in examining in-school
suspension models. Clearly, more longitudinal rather than cross-school studies are
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needed to provide critical information relative to the best practice.
Although the sample of this study was small, the findings provide some
important implications for in-school suspension teachers and administrators.
Teachers and coaches, in some instances, need to be trained in in-school suspension
techniques. Many have been pulled from other classrooms and placed in in-school
suspension without fair warning by administrators. In-school suspension teachers
have a vital role to play in the success of students. Methods for the delivery of the
best practice is a paramount issue. The findings of this study, that there were no
significant differences in the four suspension models currently in use, implies that a
great need exists for effective, empirically derived interventions for promoting
positive changes consistent with schools’ norms. There are no set guidelines for in-
school suspension teachers to follow in individual schools.
Recommendations
Care must be taken in generalizing the findings of this study. The teachers
were primarily African/Americans and all worked in the same school system.
Subsequent research should include participants representing a broader range of
geographic settings and school systems.
The four intervention models identified in the related literature and
investigated in this study, indictates that future research studies need to be done to
determine which, if any, best meets the needs of the students in order to improve in-
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school suspension programs. The findings of this study also offer some
recommendations for possible solutions to the problem of the number of repeat
offenders in in-school suspension programs. They are as follows:
1. Further research should be done to expand Paula Short’s Models.
2. Additional training for in-school suspension teachers, administrators,
parents, and board members should be provided semi-annually.
3. There should be more principals involved in achieving the
effectiveness of in-school suspension programs.
4. There should be more innovative workshops and training for in-school
suspension teachers.
5. The teachers should be interviewed by the administrators before being
placed in the in-school suspension program.
Summary
The focus of Chapter Six was the findings, conclusions, implications and
recommendations.
The major finding was that there is no significant difference in the four in¬
school suspension models used in relationship to repeat offenders by gender, grade
level, or the number of students retained. Since no differences were found among
the models and since the number of repeat offenders is so large, one may conclude
that the existing models are not promoting positive behavior. Therefore, the
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intervention strategies (models) at the present time are not deterring students from
repeating in-school suspension in the large urban school system. This implies that in¬






To Whom It May Concern-
Please be advised that Ms. Grace Anderson has successfully presented her dissertation
proposal entitled “A study of Intervention Strategies to Deter Repeat In-School Suspension
Offenders”. She is now asking your assistance in helping her to obtain data relevant to her
research. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.




223 James P. Brawley" Drive, S.W. • Atlanta, Georgia 30314-4391 • (404)880-8000




Mrs. Nancy J. Enunons
Department ofResearch and Evaluation
222 Pryor Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30335
Dear Mrs. Emmons:
1 am requesting permission to conduct a survey of the 16 middle schools in-school
suspension (ISS) teachers in the Atlanta Public School System. The purpose of the survey
is to gather data for the coiiq>letion of irq' doctoral dissertation, v^hich is entitled “A study
ofbitervention Strategies to Deter Repeat In-school Su^enston (ISS) Offenders'*. I have
enclosed six copies of the research proposal altmg with six copies of the instrument to be
used to collect the data. Scoring instructions are also enclosed for your perusal.
Paiti<^ating schools will not be identified however, ifyou would like to receive a copy of
the results, please contaa me immediately.
I feel that this research will be ofvalue to the Atlanta School System, e^ecially the middle










nno Pryor Street, S.W.June 2, 1998 Atlanta, Georgia 30335
(404) 827-8091
Fax (404) 827-8352
If it 's good for tho chiUron
thmn maka it so.
Ms. Grace E. Anderson
P. 0. Box 110275
Atlanta, Georgia 30311
Dear Ms. Anderson:
Your request to conduct research within the Atlanta Public Schools (APS) was reviewed by the Research
Screening Committee according to the guidelines. Your proposal entitled “A Study of Intervention Strategies to Deter
Repeat In-School Suspension Offenders” was approved under the following conditions:
1. Your study is confined to the in-school suspension teachers in the sixteen APS middle schools. You must obtain
the approval of the principals of the schools prior to beginning your research study. If a principal does not
approve ofyour study being conducted in his or her school, you must delete that school from your sample.
2. No students will be involved in your research study.
3. Your proposal states that you plan to send your survey instrument by mail and include a self-addressed, stamped
envelope. Teachers should complete vour surv ey during noninstructional hours. Activities related to your research
study must not interfere with the ongoing instructional program at the school or with the state and local testing
programs.
4. Students, teachers, and other APS staffmembers can participate in or assist with your study only on a voluntary
basis.
5. The confidentiality of students, teachers, other APS staffmembers, the schools, and the schcxil system must be
ensured. Pseudonyms for people and the schools as well as references to APS as “a large urban school system,”
are required in the title and text ofyour final report before publication or presentation outside of the sch(X)l system.
6. Data collection for your research study must be completed by the end of the 1998 calendar year.
7. Ifchanges are made in the research design or the instruments used, you must notify the Department of Research
and Evaluation prior to beginning your study.
This letter serves as official notification of the approval of your proposed research study, pending the above
conditions. Remember that a copy of the results of your completed study should be submitted to the Department of
Research and Evaluation. Please contact me at (404) 827-8186 if I can be of further assistance.
Nancy J. Emmons, Ph.D.
Researcher
NJE:jep #9579
xc: Mrs. Gloria Patterson
Dr. Nancy Amuleru-Marshall
The Atlanta Public School System doe.s not discriminate on the basi.s of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age. disability, marital status or sexual orientation in any of its employment
practices, educational programs, services or activities. For additional information about nondiscrimination provisions, contact the Equal Educational Opportunities Coordinator. 2930 Forrest Hill




Dear In-School Suspension Teacher:
I am a student in the Department ofLeadership and Supervision, School ofEducation
at Clark-Atlanta Univereity, Atlanta, Georgia. My research topic is: “A Study of
Intervention Strategies to Deter Repeat In-School Suspension Offenders.”
You can play an important part in providing vital information on this topic.
Consequently, I humbly request that you complete the enclosed questioimaire. Your
response will be held in strict confidence, and would be used only for the purposes
ofthis study. Please respond as honestly and as accurately as you possibly can.
Request that you complete the questionnaire and return it to the undersigned no
later thanMarch 30, 1998.
Thanks for your anticipated participation and cooperation.
Sincerely,





a. READ each item carefully.
b. THINK about how frequently you display the behaviors described by the
items as an in-school suspension teacher.
c. DECIDE whether you (4) always. (3) often. (2) seldom, or (U never
act as described by the item.






PLEASE, COMPLETE ALL ITEMS ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE
As an in-school suspension teacher, I do the following:
1. Diagnose student learning difficulties.
4 3 2 1
2. Measure student academic learning skills.
4 3 2 1
3. Provide individual instruction in areas ofweakness.
4 3 2 1
4. Provide resource materials to my students to support the teaching ofbasic skills.
4 3 2 1
5. Emphasize basic skills instruction in reading.
4 3 2 1
6. Emphasize basic skills instruction in writing.
4 3 2 1
7. Emphasize basic skills instruction in their study habits.
4 3 2 1
8. Maintain structure with goal-oriented rules and regulations.
4 3 2 1
9. Assess progress in academic skills as a part of the activities in the program.
4 3 2 1
10. Provide teaching aids on bulletin boards so students have colorful materials which
teach basic skills.
4 3 2 1
11. Use peer mediation activities \diich will help the student develop a better defined
self-image.
4 3 2 1
12. Use conflict resolution activities to improve communication.
4 3 2 1
13. Use counselors to assist in improving problem-solving skills.
4 3 2 1
14. Provide a variety of counseling approaches.
4 3 2 1
15. Use individual, group, and peer counseling.
4 3 2 1
16. Provide referrals to outside counseling services.
4 3 2 1
17. Employ techniques which encompass behavioral control components.
4 3 2 1
18. Use school structure in attempting to identify strategies that can be used to
fashion a program for students.
4 3 2 1
19. Provide home and school survival training for students.
4 3 2 1
20. Provide a time-out room.
4 3 2 1
21. Monitor students’ behavior during in-school suspension.
4 3 2 1
22. Monitor students’ behavior after they leave the in-school suspension program.
4 3 2 1
23. Have students who are placed in in-school suspension for a period of two to ten
days.
4 3 2 1
24. Have students who are isolated within the in-school suspension room.
4 3 2 1
25. Allow no talking.
4 3 2 1
26. Allow minimal restroom use.
4 3 2 1
27. Monitor compliance in the classroom.
4 3 2 1
28. Supervise the time students spend completing assignments.
4 3 2 1
29. Monitor punitive activities, such as copying pages from dictionaries and
encyclopedias.
4 3 2 1
30. Require students to clean the cafeteria after lunch.
4 3 2 1
31. Monitor students who are removed from a classroom where they are
behavior problems.
4 3 2 1
32. Work students all day on class assignments.
4 3 2 1
33. Ensure students eat lunch segregated from other students.
4 3 2 1
34. Allow students to have only two bathrooms breaks a day.
4 3 2 1
35. Require all students who don’t have assignments to copy the dictionary.
4 3 2 136.Require for the first day of referral to the in-school suspension that students
stand on an X marked out in tape on the classroom floor.
4 3 2 1
37. Ensure that students spend time in a well-structured isolated environment.
4 3 2 1
38. Ensure that students are governed by rules.
4 3 2 1
39. Allow no privileges in in-school suspension.
4 3 2 1
40. Provide the program with a study center or regular classroom.
4 3 2 1
41. Arrange the classroom to allow students to have access to files.
4 3 2 1
42. Arrange the classroom to allow students to have materials and manipulatives,
such as, dictionaries, encylopedias, and selfpacing skills kits.
4 3 2 1 .
43. Monitor students after they return to regular classes.
4 3 2 1
44. Provide students with extensive feedback on their regular classroom behavior.
4 3 2 1
45. Require conferencing with students after they return to regular classes.
4 3 2 1
46. Utilize an evaluation component to measure student behavior.
4 3 2 1
47. Require students to complete their school assignments in a separate classroom for
period from two to five ^ys.
4 3 2 1
48. Refer students to a trained person in counseling and psychology when they leave
in-school suspension.
4 3 2 1
49. Require that students complete all assignments.
4 3 2 1
Summary ofQuestions
Variables Items
1. Academic Model Numbers 1 - 10
2. Therapeutic Model Numbers 11-23
3. Punitive Model Numbers 24-38
4. Individualized Model Numbers 39-48
5. Repeater Number (4) sarissp*
6. Number of students retained by gender and grade
level
Number (6b)SARissP
* Student Annual Report In-School Suspension Program
Table 5A. Grade and Gender ofRepeat Offenders for bib Grade
Code 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96
Fcmilc Mile ToUl Toltl Fcmile Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total
School School School School School
Enroll. Entoll. Enroll. Enroll. Enroll.
01 39 66 105 920 23 44 67 1,029 No Report 986 29 30 59 978 SI 86 137 941
02 167 164 331 790 25 93 118 857 86 130 216 798 30 73 103 769 32 64 96 733
03 24 S8 82 748 133 191 324 724 233 276 509 736 295 217 512 771 38 115 153 716
04 34 60 94 582 122 169 291 726 27 99 126 695 35 96 131 589 43 74 117 SSI
05 13 20 33 841 28 87 IIS 881 No Report 883 54 70 124 860 45 81 126 911
06 4 16 20 877 16 12 28 890 14 22 36 898 2 17 19 913 27 47 74 887
07 40 53 93 778 29 85 114 800 13 44 57 794 39 40 79 693 63 82 145 661
08 22 32 54 478 60 85 145 545 14 16 30 505 42 106 148 523 49 73 122 518
09 143 279 422 736 26 67 93 760 25 55 80 760 25 55 80 727 95 139 234 647
10 77 158 235 872 462 157 203 1,011 28 75 103 1,004 77 36 113 954 2 IS 17 988
II 23 76 99 931 7 14 21 1,025 65 102 167 974 38 117 155 981 44 89 133 931
12 91 81 172 879 45 70 115 922 58 IIS 173 962 64 74 138 993 74 143 217 964
13 20 48 68 610 28 91 119 683 19 74 93 735 39 49 88 742 64 181 245 772
14 No Report 0 91 220 311 1,151 23 33 56 1,080 16 67 77 1,026 8 30 38 993
IS 12 40 52 381 30 36 66 441 26 39 65 399 35 58 93 360 18 75 93 359
16 No Report O 83 163 246 1,010 82 133 215 1,007 32 114 146 986 56 156 212 975
Table 5B. Grade and Gender ofRepeal Offenders for 7lh Grade
Code 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96
Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total
School School School School School
Enroll. Enroll. Enroll. Enroll. Enroll.
01 29 58 87 920 26 47 73 1,029 No Report 986 49 55 104 978 105 209 314 941
02 84 180 264 790 37 31 68 857 63 131 194 798 27 73 100 769 28 60 88 733
03 48 90 138 748 162 339 501 724 207 186 393 736 182 134 316 771 80 107 187 716
04 36 118 IS4 582 122 119 241 726 49 49 98 695 42 87 129 589 23 51 74 551
05 II 29 40 841 35 68 103 881 No Report 883 72 92 164 860 SO 117 167 911
06 7 3 10 877 17 16 33 890 28 19 47 898 10 24 34 913 52 51 103 887
07 10 18 28 778 10 32 42 800 16 38 54 794 58 44 102 693 79 99 178 661
08 23 19 42 478 52 73 125 545 20 26 46 505 77 113 190 523 40 64 104 518
09 114 142 256 736 38 69 107 760 24 40 64 760 23 39 62 727 112 116 228 647
10 87 no 197 872 119 198 317 1,011 31 878 118 1,004 25 42 67 954 10 13 23 988
II 9 67 76 931 9 12 21 1,025 47 124
t
171 974 91 ISO 241 981 82 172 254 931
12 86 119 205 879 45 58 103 922 69 138 207 962 47 75 122 993 159 191 350 964
13 48 IIS 163 610 23 36 59 683 67 62 129 735 23 62 85 742 73 210 283 772
14 No Report 0 94 206 300 1,151 20 43 63 1,080 53 90 143 1,026 26 45 71 993
IS 17 35 52 381 25 44 69 441 23 23 46 399 29 79 108 360 60 80 140 359
16 No Report 0 43 47 90 1,010 97 88 185 1,007 26 100 126 986 50 125 175 975
Table SC. Grade and Gender ofRepeat Offendcra for Slh Grade
Code 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96
Female Male Total Total Female Male Total ToUl Female Male foul Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total
School School School School School
Email. Enroll. Eivoll. EnfoJI. Enroll.
01 30 53 83 920 30 25 55 1,029 No Report 986 No Report 978 0 90 90 941
02 23 SI 74 790 19 29 48 857 70 121 191 798 75 171 246 769 75 171 246 733
03 38 41 79 748 117 314 431 724 149 223 372 736 14 75 89 771 14 75 89 716
04 29 57 86 582 67 138 205 726 84 208 292 695 140 176 316 589 20 45 65 551
05 6 13 19 841 30 49 79 881 No Report 883 95 80 175 860 72 103 175 911
06 4 6 10 877 4 13 17 890 12 29 41 898 7 20 27 913 23 40 63 887
07 8 23 31 778 9 42 SI 800 21 42 63 794 24 44 68 693 63 82 145 661
08 7 6 13 478 23 57 80 545 16 25 41 505 81 164 245 523 37 58 95 518
09 61 76 137 736 4 18 22 760 10 18 28 760 9 17 26 727 68 103 171 647
10 91 170 261 872 105 106 211 1,011 14 25 39 1,004 19 30 49 954 10 13 23 988
II 12 42 54 931 4 6 10 1,025 78 137 215 974 62 130 192 981 122 139 261 931
12 47 85 132 879 46 65 III 922 no 118
/
228 962 71 70 141 993 81 133 214 964
13 23 75 98 610 22 32 54 683 9 45 54 735 II 34 45 742 60 181 241 772
14 No Report 0 47 136 183 1,151 34 43 77 1,080 84 145 229 1,026 42 107 149 993
IS 10 24 34 381 22 36 58 441 12 25 37 399 40 54 102 360 21 48 69 359
16 No Report 0 48 69 117 1,010 69 70 139 1,007 70 97 167 986 59 85 144 975
Table 6A. Repeal OITenders Retained in 6lh Grade
Code 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1993-96
Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total
School School School School School
Enroll. Enroll. Enroll. Enroll. Enroll.
01 30 30 80 920 3 13 18 1,029 No Report 986 14 13 29 978 13 42 57 941
02 90 121 211 790 No Report 839 76 126 202 798 1 IS 16 769 No Report 733
03 1 2 3 748 1 2 3 724 1 1 2 736 No Report 771 No Report 716
04 7 7 14 382 23 28 31 726 17 48 63 693 7 43 32 389 10 26 36 331
os 12 16 28 841 4 10 14 881 No Report 883 II 16 27 860 16 18 34 911
06 2 12 14 877 13 3 20 890 3 3 6 898 0 3 3 913 1 2 3 887
07 1 2 3 778 3 9 12 800 II 19 30 794 32 34 66 693 34 70 124 661
08 4 2 6 478 38 36 94 343 No Report 303 4 2 6 323 29 43 72 318
09 II 18 29 736 1 3 4 760 9 23 34 760 8 24 32 727 8 13 23 647
10 2 3 7 872 No Report 1,011 19 32 31 1,004 3 13 20 934 2 8 10 988
II 2 20 22 931 3 7 10 1,023 13 44 39 974 8 39 47 981 3 16 19 931
12 No Report 879 21 31 32 922 19 36 33 %2 41 43 84 993 34 93 147 964
13 6 0 6 610 14 19 33 683 13 27 42 733 28 34 62 742 34 63 97 772
14 No Report 1 3 6 1,131 16 21 37 1,080 4 4 8 1,026 2 2 4 993
13 2 6 8 381 1 4 3 441 10
,
27 37 399 0 1 1 360 0 2 2 359
16 No Report No Report 3 16 19 1,007 II 32 43 986 27 36 83 973
Table 6A shows the total number of repeal offenders by grade and gender and the total school enrollment for the years of 1991-96.
Table 6B. Repeat Offeoders Retained In 7lb Grade
Code 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 / 1994-93 1995-96
Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total Female Male Total Total
School School School School School
Enroll. Enroll. Enroll. Enroll Enrull.
01 19 37 S6 920 3 6 9 1,029 No Report 986 20 13 33 978 64 86 130 941
02 81 96 177 790 No Report 839 49 123 174 798 0 12 12 769 No Report 733
03 1 2 3 748 1 0 1 724 2 2 4 736 No Report 771 3 2 5 716
04 9 33 42 S82 16 32 68 726 23 37 62 693 16 40 36 389 8 33 41 331
05 II 21 32 841 1 9 10 881 No Report 883 16 30 46 860 8 28 36 911
06 7 3 10 877 3 13 18 890 1 4 3 898 2 6 8 913 0 1 1 887
07 4 3 7 778 2 6 8 800 10 23 33 794 32 38 90 693 69 80 149 661
08 No Report 478 21 42 63 343 No Report 303 3 3 8 323 24 39 63 318
09 8 13 21 736 2 10 12 760 5 19 24 760 3 19 24 727 20 24 44 647
10 3 7 10 872 No Report 1,011 17 33 32 1,004 3 9 14 934 4 10 14 988
II 5 2S 30 931 4 6 10 1,023 7 28 33 974 16 48 64 981 12 44 36 931
12 No Report 879 28 23 33 922 33 61 94 962 21 43 64 993 66 127 193 964
13 14 34 48 610 13 17 30 683 13 19 34 733 19 37 36 742 25 46 71 772
14 No Report 0 3 3 1,131 18 38 36 1,080 6 7 13 1,026 23 46 71 993
IS 1 6 7 381 3 3 6 441 1 6 7 399 3 6 9 360 No Report 359
16 No Report No Report 1,010 3 16 21 1,007 12 67 79 986 39 58 97 975
Table 6B shows the total number of repeal offenders by grade and gender and the total school enrollment for the years of 1991-96.
Table 6C - Repeal Offenders Retained in 8lh Grade.
Code 1991-92 t992-93 t993-94 1994-95 1995-96
Femtle Mile Told Toltl Femde Mde Told Told Femde Mile Told Told Femde Mde Told Total Female Mde Told Total
School School School School School
Enroll. Enioll. Enroll. Enroll. Enroll.
01 25 45 70 920 1 1 2 1,029 No Report 986 23 30 978 29 47 76 941
02 15 33 48 790 1 5 6 859 65 tl5 180 798 t 17 18 769 No Report 733
03 No Report 748 No Report 724 4 t 5 736 No Report 77t 6 0 6 716
04 6 12 18 582 ts 16 47 726 63 29 90 695 tl9 28 31 589 6 2t 27 551
05 0 7 7 841 12 16 28 881 No Report 883 28 38 66 380 75 47 122 911
06 4 6 to 877 4 to 40 890 4 to t4 898 t 4 5 9t3 1 1 2 887
07 0 2 2 778 0 It tt 800 14 31 45 794 23 40 63 693 27 60 87 661
08 No Report 478 It 39 50 545 No Report 505 4 7 12 523 47 40 87 518
09 9 tt 20 736 t 2 3 760 9 16 25 760 8 14 20 727 21 30 51 647
to 5 8 t3 872 No Report 1,011 7 21 28 1,004 8 4 12 954 9 9 18 988
It 3 to t3 931 0 t t 1,025 16 33 49 974 t4 28 42 981 29 33 62 931
12 No Report 879 t6 26 42 922 5t 41 92 962 35 34 69 993 49 74 123 964
13 3 16 19 610 13 20 33 683 7 20 27 735 to 27 37 742 22 36 58 772
14 No Report 1 t 2 1,151 27 33 60 1,080 to 21 31 1,026 5 II 16 993
15 2 4 6 381 2 6 8 441 No Report 399 4 8 t2 360 3 2 5 359
16 No Report No Report t,0l0 4 8 12 1,007 42 30 72 986 32 49 81 975
Table 6C shows the total number of repeat offenders by grade and gender and the total schol enrollment for the years of 1991-96.
Goorgki Oepailment of Education
Georgia Department of Education
Student Services Unit






(To be used in the FY 96 Standards Application Process)
System
Site of ISS program being reported
(l^neral Program Operatio^1.The in-school suspension program is:
I I Operated in each individual school.
□ Operated in a central or regional location and serves more than one school
2. Counseltng/guidance services are offered (Mark all that apply)
In groups for ISS students Individually for ISS students By referral from ISS classes
Only to students reassigned to ISS Not part of ISS program
^Assignments to In-School Suspension^
3. Total DAYS students were assigned (total days for all students, all assignments)
4. Number of reassignments to ISS program this school year (aU students, every time reassigned)
5. Number of STUDENTS assigned to the ISS program by type of offense (includes initial assignments and reassignments)
For disruptive behavior For rebellious behavior
For aggressive behavior For criminal behavior
TOTAL
ASSIGNMENTS
BY OFFENSE: Q ^
6. A. Total number of assignments to ISS program by grade and gender
(Total assignments by grade and gender should equal the total assignments by type of offense)
B. Total number of assignments of students who have been retained one (1) time, by grade and genda
C. Total number ofassignments of students who have been retainedmore than one (1) time, by grade and gender
Count each student each and every time assigned for ALL CATEGORIl^ (Duplicated counts)
Grade 5 Grad Grade 7 Grac e 8 Grac e9 Grade ID Grade 11 Grade 12











7.How many days did your ISS class exceed the 18 students per certified teacher (or 24 if a paraprofessional is also
present)?
Assignments to Qut-of-^chool Suspension^8.Total number of out-of>school suspensions this school year
(initial suspensions and repeat suspensions)9.Total number ofDAYS students assigned to out-of-school suspensions this school year
(every student assigned, every assignment, total number of days)
Assignments to Other Optional Punishment^10.Students who were assigned OPTIONAL PUNISHMENT in place of in-school or out-of-school suspension
Number who were assigned corporal punishment
Number who were assigned Saturday school
Number who were assigned detendon
Number who were assigned other punishment
Certification
I certify that this report is correct to the best ofmy knowledge
{1
In-SchooI Suspension Program Lead Teacher Phone Number
System Administrator
Please retum by June 30,1995, to:
Dr. Jerry Rosebeny. Director
Student Services Unit
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